I. INTRODUCTION One of the haunting claims of each poor, unmarried mother in Edin and Kefalas' Promises I Can Keep' is that at least she can guarantee she will love her child, even though she cannot promise to make a lifelong commitment to a mate. 2 The authors write:
While the poor women we interviewed saw marriage as a luxury, something they aspired to but feared they might never achieve, they judged children to be a necessity, an absolutely essential part "'Tis better to have loved and lost/ Than never to have loved at all," wrote Tennyson,"° and, from the children's perspective, we find that it is better for parents to have married even if the marriage does not work out. Children do better if they are in two-parent, married homes, but are worse off in homes where their mothers never married, even than in cases where the mother married, divorced, remarried and was widowed. Similarly, children do better where their fathers are living in the home, but less well with stepparents unless the stepparents adopt them. Children who live with relatives-let alone foster parents-do less well than those who are adopted by third parties.
These rather dramatic findings suggest that law and public policy, as an instrument of law, should encourage and support marriage, particularly marriages that last. They also suggest supporting adoption in preference to foster care, though that is not the subject of the two-tiered marriage project. Law can encourage official family relationships in part merely by leaving well enough alone-by not adopting domestic partnership laws that equate unmarried, cohabiting couples with those that are married, and by not getting rid of special "privileges" enjoyed by the married when academics clamor that such benefits are not fair. Law ought also to make pre-marriage counseling and skills building more attractive and affordable, as some states have done through lower license costs, and make some sort of real counseling effort requisite to divorces on non-fault grounds, as the covenant marriage movement suggests." Laws can be written to require mutual consent for divorce, or to become two-tier on the birth of children, so that the waiting period for no-fault separation divorce lengthens. If pressed, we claim that marriage by itself is typically not worthy of two tiers, but marriage with children is "real marriage," as C.S. Lewis reportedly put it in the movie "Shadowlands."' 2 The movie portrayed his life and his two marriages to his wife Joy, one technical and one "in the sight of God and everybody."' 3
II. THE INCOME IS MORE IMPORTANT THAN STATUS IDEA: THE PUSH TO DELEGALIZE MARRIAGE
The academic argument for eliminating marriage as a status begins with the observation that family forms have changed,' 4 or that the married household no longer comprises even half of American households ( [Vol. 5:2 so it is unfair and punitive' 5 to privilege marriage. This is particularly true for black families, who are unfairly singled out and penalized for neglect and abuse, when the real problem is poverty.' 6 Martha Fineman reasons that the basic unit of society revolves around dependent people and the derivative dependence of those who care for them. According to her, a couple's perhaps fleeting or violence-plagued romantic attachment should not be the basis for assigning lifetime support to a biological parent of the resulting child (or, indirectly, the romantic partner). 17 This obligation should be met by the wider community. 8 Furthermore, marriage itself is open to challenge as a patriarchal and hierarchical institution."' Nancy Polikoff, in her gentler version of the argument, notes that the institution of marriage has not only ancient, but also religious roots that should be respected-as a separate tradition without state involvement. 2° On the other hand, cohabiting couples are much more egalitarian and more reflect not only the basic equality of men and women, but also the significant number of couples that earn similar amounts in the labor force (or in which women earn more than their mates). 2 ' The real problems for families that become entwined with the public welfare system are poverty and racism, not marriage. 2 2 Social policy critic Dorothy Roberts notes that while the black family is critically important, it is not typically a marital family. 2 3 Likewise, she writes that adoption should not be promoted at the expenses of protecting the biological family, including the extended family. 24 More and more academics suggest that differentiated marriage should be confined to religious institutions, that marriage should no longer be a 15 . Or "mean-spirited," according to Fineman. Id. at 2194. 16. Dorothy Roberts, Child Welfare and Civil Rights, 2003 U. ILL. L. REV. 171-82. "Poverty is key to explaining why almost any child gets in the system. It is the dominant explanation of researchers in the field for the inequitable representation of black children. The high level of black involvement in child protective services parallels the high level of poverty among black families." Id. at 174-75.
17. See Fineman, supra note 14, and the more extended argument in MARTHA FINEMAN, THE NEUTERED MOTHER, THE SEXUAL FAMILY AND OTHER TWENTIETH CENTURY TRAGEDIES (1995 This report culminated in the extension of full benefits to cohabiting couples-of whatever gender composition-in C-23 and the redefinition of marriage in C-38 (which received royal assent on July 20, 2005).28 Courts and legislatures in some jurisdictions have taken more affirmative actions to institutionalize and support cohabitation, including establishing legal principles of "non-discrimination" between married and cohabiting couples and equalizing government benefits for formal and informal unions. 29 Government could remove barriers to cohabitation for single mothers such as "man-in-the-house" welfare rules. [Vol. 5:2
The most radical view, espoused by some academics, 3 would abolish marriage as a legal institution-although it could of course remain a religious practice. In this view, the law should treat all family forms the same. The move towards recognizing same-sex marriage in Massachusetts has created surprising support for this view from some advocates of the traditional legal definition of marriage. Douglas Kmiec and Mark Scarberry of Pepperdine University recently urged that Massachusetts "temporarily get out of the new marriage business entirely," rather than offer same-sex couples marriage licenses. 32 It is important to note that in our argument we are not talking primarily about "boundary conditions" as in the work of Robin Wilson 33 or Dorothy Roberts: 34 families where the public welfare system may intervene because of abuse and neglect. We cannot say much about these children here because they are not in the dataset we analyzed. We have constrained our sample to the ninety-five percent of children who are living with their mothers, except in the case of two parent adoption, and nothing in the data speaks to extensive interaction with social services. 35 
III. COMPETING IDEA: THE FORMAL FAMILY MAKES A DIFFERENCE
In contrast to suggestions for the decoupling of marriage and its legal effects, we argue that marriage and legal parenting matter, not only for the adults involved, but for their children. While we would certainly be pleased if childhood poverty could be greatly reduced and if basic living conditions for Americans could be improved, we argue that it is more important to legally protect and strengthen marriage and the rights and obligations that come with legal parenting. Although research shows that the effects for the majority of children do not hold true equally for girls and boys, nor for some racial subgroups, we do not believe that these differences (since they do not run counter to what we find for most children) suggests abolition of the status effects for all.
We believe that the children ought to do better when parents have legal responsibility for each other and all the other benefits and obligations of 31 35. We can also say nothing directly about the effects of same-sex parenting, since no couples of that type self-identified in the dataset. Even if they were represented at what is assumed to be the normal rate, according to Table I , this would only be 0.7 percent of unmarried households (which themselves comprise twenty-seven percent of the total), or around 0.2 percent of the whole. In our sample of 3,000 children, that would be six children. See PSID, supra note 7.
marriage, and when they are also legal parents of the children. Both of us have written before, and at length, about the theoretical reasons for this belief. In one sense, this is an extension of a simple economic argument dealing with the permanence of the relationship. People are more apt to behave strategically, that is, look out for their own short-term interests, when they know the relationship is about to end. In game theory 36 terms, this is referred to as the "last period problem." When they know they are in a long-term relationship-"until death do us part" or at least until the age of emancipation-they have incentives to "specifically invest" in the relationship and in the other party to it. Additionally, though we understand this reasoning is somewhat circular, legal recognition provides a signal for the provision of all kinds of outside support for the family, whether by government, by extended family or by other affinity groups. With the lack of selfseeking behavior, the great investments and the outside support, families ought to thrive, and these benefits should accrue to children as well as adults.
IV. LOVE CONQUERS ALL
It is also possible that neither money nor legal status critically affects child outcome: what is most important is whether parents love their children and communicate this love to them. This outcome would be expected by mental health professionals who have long stressed the importance of attachment 3 7 and psychological parenthood. 38 In a way, this would be an optimistic result, offering hope for children in even the worst circumstances and the least stable family situations. If it turned out that only love matters, there wouldn't be much law could-or should-do to mold families except to let them alone.
V. How COULD WE TEST THE COMPETING THEORIES?
We will present a test for these various ways of looking at families. Again, a test of the first-for decreasing legal recognition of marriage and parenthood, or making it solely a private contractual matter-should show that different child outcomes are necessarily related to income. In other words, children who live in higher income families should do better than those who are poor. To the extent that legal status makes a difference con- [Vol. 5:2 sidered alone, it should vanish when family income is also included in the analysis.
If we are correct in suggesting that legal marriage and parenthood matter-and that legal relationship status should be preserved if not strengthened-then, children should fare best in two-parent, married households or when legally adopted, compared to all other living arrangements and even when controlling for income.
If the most important characteristic is love, it should remain significant regardless of what other variables are added. In addition, the difference that love makes to child outcomes should be a large one. Legal rules should then promote family autonomy, except in cases of abuse and neglect. Perhaps parenting classes could be encouraged in cases where the parents no longer live together and the legal system is involved anyway. 3 9 Of course, combinations of these hypotheses might be working as well. In this case all the variables of interest should remain significant and the coefficients should be relatively large. The legal solution would try to reduce poverty, promote marriage and adoption and secure family autonomy.
A. The Data
The Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) is a nationally representative longitudinal study headquartered in the Institute for Social Research at the University of Michigan. 4 " The PSID is based on a representative sample of American individuals (men, women and children) and their families. It emphasizes the dynamic aspects of economic and demographic behavior, but its content is broad, including sociological and psychological measures. As a consequence of low attrition rates, the success in following young adults as they form their own families and recontact efforts (for those declining an interview in prior years), the sample size grew from 4,800 families in 1968 to more than 7,000 families in 2001. The PSID has collected information about more than 65 The PSID is a nationally representative longitudinal study of nearly 8,000 U.S. families. Following the same individuals since 1968, the PSID collects data on economics, health, and social behavior. The CDS focuses on the children and caregivers within PSID families, collecting information on education, health, cognitive and behavioral development, and time use.
were collected each year. Beginning in 1997, data has been collected every other year. The Child Development Supplement (CDS) is one research component of the PSID. While the PSID has always collected some information about children, in 1997 the PSID supplemented its main data collection with additional information on zero to twelve-year-old children and their parents. The objective was to provide researchers with a comprehensive, nationally representative and longitudinal data base of children and their families from which to study the dynamic process of early human capital formation. The CDS-I successfully completed interviews with 2,394 families (eighty-eight percent), providing information on 3,563 children. In 2002-2003, the CDS re-contacted families in CDS-I who remained active in the PSID panel as of 2001. CDS-II successfully re-interviewed 2,021 families (ninety-one percent) who provided data on children and adolescents aged five to eighteen years. These are the children whose outcomes we analyze here.
Because the CDS is a supplement to the PSID, the study takes advantage of an extensive amount of family demographic and economic data about the CDS target child's family, providing more extensive family data than any other nationally-representative longitudinal survey of children and youth in the United States. In addition, the PSID-CDS data are "intergenerational" in structure with information contained in several decades of data about multiple family members. This rich data structure allowed us a unique opportunity to fully link information on children, their parents, their grandparents and other relatives to take advantage of the rich intergenerational and long-panel dimensions of the data.
B. Methods and Questions
As should be evident from the preceding paragraphs, the PSID presents a terrific, free of charge source for intergenerational study. It also presents significant challenges to the researcher who must learn to connect the files needed (in our case, going from child in the CDS to parent to grandparent over multiple years, with both individual and family files involved, with marriage and charitable histories in separate files). When we had accomplished this task, we formulated questions we thought we might be able to answer from the data.
Based upon prior work, we believe that favorable characteristics in children are most likely to develop in a relationship that the participants (at least the adult participants) view as permanent and stable and that in fact turns out to be stable. 4 Many studies, both in the United States and West- [Vol. 5:2 em Europe, have shown that marriage is more stable than cohabitation. Many studies (ours included), 4 2 have shown that, at least in the National Survey of Families and Households in the early 1990s, parents' or one's own prior divorce predict instability in one's own marriage. The more permanent the marriage-for example, choosing covenant versus standard marriage in Louisiana-the more the parties change during the first years of marriage to become committed, interdependent spouses. 4 3 We have also shown previously that adolescent children do better, at least in terms of depression, if their parents are living together and if their mother's last relationship did not end in divorce, and worse, for all groups of children, in foster care than in marriage, adoption or kinship care. We also hypothesize, though, that the causality runs in both directions, that community recognition, or status, should encourage essential trust to develop.' Thus interracial marriages are less stable than intraracial marriages, perhaps because of lack of support.
4 5 Again, cohabitation, an informal relationship, provides fewer benefits and is less stable than marriage. 4 6
Method
We saw that more than ninety-five percent of the children in the CDS lived mainly with their biological mothers, we excluded most other living arrangements (other than children living with two adoptive parents) (Tables  2 & 3) .47 First, the sample size in these groups was simply too small to draw valid conclusions. The largest excluded sample is for children living with biological fathers, and it is only 83 children. Second, these families were likely to differ on a large number of other dimensions that we could not account for but which involved separation from biological mothers. Children are highly likely to live with their mothers, and if they do not, it is typically because of her death or because of her abuse, neglect or abandon- 47. As detailed in the PSID's technical documentation, weights supplied on PSID data files are designed to compensate for both unequal selection probabilities and differential attrition and were used in our analysis. See PSID, supra note 7. ment of the child, all of which would undoubtedly have major influences on our dependent variables of interest.
We report five sets of equations, with five models in each. The dependent variables-or effects we are trying to predict-are the Behavior Problems Scale (BPS, measured in 2002) and its separate Internal and External Scales, 4 8 the Pearlin Self-Efficacy Scale 49 and the Rosenberg self-48. The behavior problem scale (G23, G32) was developed by James Peterson and Nicholas Zill to measure the incidence and severity of child behavior problems in a survey setting. James L. 1-82 (1981) . Exactly the same set of items used in the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY) was used in the PSID Child Development Supplement in order to maximize comparability between the two data sets, though the questions PSID-CDS asked were of children three and older while the NLSY began the questions at age four. The scale is based on responses by the primary caregiver as to whether a set of thirty problem behaviors is often, sometimes or never true of the child. Behaviors include having sudden changes in mood or feeling, is fearful or anxious, bullies or is cruel or mean, demands a lot of attention. Behaviors are also divided into two subscales, a measure of externalizing or aggressive behavior and a measure of internalizing, withdrawn or sad behavior. Scores provided are raw scores on the scales. Items G23aa, bb, cc and dd were added by NLSY staff to provide additional measurement for the withdrawn behavior scale. Finally, items G32 a and b are part of the Behavior Problems Scale but are only applicable to school-age children. We created one behavior problems scale by summing the scores on the raw items with direction of scoring reversed, using the 30 items for all children. We also created separate scores for two subscales, internal or withdrawn and external or aggressive. The analyst can either add the two items for school-age children to the thirty-item scale, or, as we did in Healthy Environments, Healthy Children: Children in Families, use the two items as a separate scale of school problems. SANDRA L. HOFFERTH, INST. Soc. RESEARCH, HEALTHY ENVIRONMENTS, HEALTHY CHILDREN: CHILDREN IN FAMILIES 1-19 (1998). Table 6 shows how the thirty items for all children three and older map onto the external and internal scales. External In a (He/She)has sudden changes in mood or feeling. X b (He/She)feels or complains that no one loves him/her. c (He/She)is rather high strung and nervous. X d (He/She)cheats or tells lies. X e (He/She)is too fearful or anxious. f (He/She)argues too much. X g (He/She)has difficulty concentrating, cannot pay attention for long. X h (He/She)is easily confused, seems to be in a fog. i (He/She)bullies or is cruel or mean to others. X j (He/She)is disobedient. X k (He/She)does not seem to feel sorry after (he/she)misbehaves. X I (He/She)has trouble getting along with other children. X m (He/She)is impulsive, or acts without thinking. X n (He/She)feels worthless or inferior. o (He/She)is not liked by other children. p (He/She)has difficulty getting (his/her) mind off certain thoughts. q (He/She)is restless or overly active, cannot sit still. X r (He/She)is stubborn, sullen, or irritable. X s (He/She)has a very strong temper and loses it easily. X t (He/She)is unhappy, sad or depressed. u (He/She)is withdrawn, does not get involved with others.
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esteem scale." What we have done in the case of each dependent variable is to begin with a very simple model in which the only independent (or predictive) variable is income, that is, total family income divided by the census needs index for that size family. That is, we begin with the economists' assumption that income should be able to purchase the goods needed to meet needs including emotional needs. 5 " This explanation also fits that of those seeking to delegalize marriage. The next step is to add in family structure: with whom does the child live, and, for example, does it matter that she lives with her mother alone versus with both biological parents? This set of variables, which obviously interacts with income, 52 has certainly been the focus of policy debates for many years, from those of King v. Smith 53 to those surrounding single parent adoption and custody disputes following divorce.
In the third model, unique to our study, we add in the legal relationships between the parties, looking for whether it matters that the mother ever married or that a stepfather adopted a child. Again, we hold income and family structure constant to see whether it is the "de jure" or "de facto" situation that matters most. 
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findings would also be consistent with the great happiness found in relatively impoverished areas of the world. 5 5 In the fifth model, we add the mother's race and her age, as well as the child's age and gender. It may be that some characteristics change when race is taken into account, particularly as "normal" family structure is associated with race. 56 Certainly children born to very young mothers tend not to fare as well as those born to older mothers, 5 7 in part for effects associated with lower income, in part because of lesser marital stability and in part for purely biological reasons.
We do not anticipate that we will predict all, or even a very large part, of the differences in outcomes. Some of these differences are simply genetic and are not captured by income or marital status. For example, a disabled or autistic child can be born to any parent in any family structure. We have not yet accounted for the presence of siblings in the household-except in the income equation-nor whether these are older or younger. Similarly, we have not necessarily accounted for domestic violence or substance abuse as long as these have not affected income or family structure or maternal warmth. We have not counted the critically important influence of fathers, except as these are captured in living structure.
Findings
Our results are reported in Tables 5-10 . They tend to substantiate our theory and contradict the hypothesis that all that matters for child outcomes is income, not family structure and especially not legal families and not warmth. One important trend can be seen in Tables 5-7 , which deals with the determinants of behavioral problems in the children in our sample. In the first model of each table, income (household income divided by the Census needs standard for a family of that size) is significantly related to the outcome variable of interest. More income means less problem behavior. However, by the time the family structure and legal relationships are factored in, income is statistically insignificant, while these structural variables remain robust. Income does promote self-esteem and self-efficacy in a significant way, and it remains significant for some subsets of our data, notably African-Americans. 55 . As colleagues have pointed out, warmth could be confounding-parents could be less loving towards their children precisely because they were getting divorced. They could also be less warm to the child because the child presented behavioral problems. Maynard ed., 1997) .
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The second important set of observations can be most easily seen in Table 10 , the summary of significant findings. (In this table, remember that the reference categories are white heads of households in two-parent married families. The outcomes should be compared to these categories.) If a child lives with his or her mother only, every outcome variable is less good. In fact, the increase in total behavioral problems is about half a standard deviation. Similarly, if the child's mother never married, even holding other things like race constant, the child does worse on everything but anxiety/ depression (the internal behavioral problems). The child of a mother who divorced was statistically no different from a child whose married parents stayed together, whether or not she remarried or remained single. The only other factor that behaved consistently was parental warmth. In all cases, parental warmth decreased problem behaviors and increased self-esteem and self-efficacy.
Another set of observations worthy of note is the difference between adoptive, step and other-dad figures. Adoptive two-parent families were indistinguishable from those with two biological parents (so they do not show up in Table 10 ). If only the father is adoptive, there is a noticeable effect in externalizing problems, but no other ill-effects. (Remember that this is likely to occur only when the mother married and was widowed or the biological father's rights were terminated, neither of which is an auspicious outcome for children.) However, the "other dad" figure who lives with the mother but has made no legal efforts to regularize this status is associated with increases of half a standard deviation in total behavioral problems and internal behavioral problems. (There are much smaller increases in selfefficacy and self-esteem as well.) Taking the approach to just marry the child's mother does not solve all the problems, however. The presence of a stepfather is associated with the largest effects of the whole study on total behavioral problems, with significant-negative from a welfare standpoint-effects both on the external and internal scales.
VI. CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR POLICY CHANGES
Taken together, the effects of family structure and relative lack of effect of income seem to support our theory that poverty does not account for all problems in children and that family structure-and particularly marriage-does matter. Warmth matters more than either income or family structure and is consistently statistically significant.
On these outcome measures, there are obvious racial differences. Compared to whites, the reference group, children in black households had fewer internalizing problems and higher self-esteem. Children in HispanicLatina households had fewer external behavioral problems but suffered from internalizing problems and lower self-esteem and self-efficacy. Children in Asian or Pacific Islander households had fewer behavioral problems on all measures. Boys showed more total and externalizing behavioral problems, while younger children showed fewer. This is consistent with the recent findings that men apparently suffer from anxiety and depression as much as do women. 58 These differences in race and gender prompt us to repeat here our cautions about assuming that what works well for the majority will have equally good results for all subgroups. Nonetheless, marriage and legal parenting will not disadvantage these children. 9 We are convinced because of our work and the work of others, that it would do more to alleviate poverty than simply doling out money. 6 " Also, we caution that these are cross-sectional rather than longitudinal results: we cannot say for sure what causes what as opposed to which variables are associated with what outcome.
From a public policy perspective, we'suggest enacting laws (or keeping them in force) to strengthen marriage and adoption, and to keep these formal legal statuses privileged over less formal relationships. Again, we do not mean to suggest that no care be taken for children born to unmarried parents or for single parents trying to raise children. Both of us believe that keeping children, and their caretakers, from living in poverty is and should remain a vital concern for the community. Our findings suggest, however, that while love is associated with child well-being regardless of income, the best locus for it is in the formal, legally recognized family. As a first cut, therefore, we strongly oppose attempts to equate marriage with cohabitation. Couples who cohabit and never marry are less likely to be stable and new cohabiting parents are actually stronger than those for whites (e.g., when asked whether they agreed strongly that "marriage is better than living together," blacks answered positively 60.4 percent of the time compared to 37.9 percent for whites). Most of the difference in marriage rates with these couples was due to the less favorable sex ratio and poorer relationship quality among the black couples. [Vol. 5:2 less likely to love each other unconditionally. While this may be relatively unimportant (though breaking up is hard to do) for the adults involved, we show that the conditions of cohabitation hinder, or at least do not promote, the well-being of their children. What is relatively unimportant for adults thus reaches critical proportions once children are involved. We therefore support efforts to strengthen marriage. Many of these are already in place, as the list of benefits sought by same-sex couples seeking the rights of married persons attests. Better marriages are the goals of state pre-marriage education efforts as well as such non-government groups as Marriage, 6 1 Engaged Encounter 62 and the umbrella non-profit Smart Marriages. 6 3 At the federal level, President Bush's Healthy Marriage Initiative embraces the goal of promoting and sustaining healthy unions through multiple public and private strategies. 64 More controversial, but seemingly warranted, are such legislative tools as covenant marriage (available in Louisiana, Arizona and Arkansas). 6 5 Other two-tiered systems-simply making divorce more difficult without requiring the pre-marriage and postmarriage counseling regimes as in covenant marriage-are being considered by states like Virginia. 66 The point is that while couples may prefer for themselves to remain unmarried, a legal preference for marriage is warranted once children enter the picture.
Similarly, we support legally recognized parent-child relationships over less formal ones, however strong these may be. Again, we recognized that these may not always be possible, and that single parents and other informal caretakers may do a fine job. Clearly, almost any option where children are loved is better than leaving children in abusive relationships. Most mothers are legally recognized as their children's parents. Blended families seem to be associated with behavioral problems for children. We encourage fathers who are notthe husbands of the children's mothers or women who are in serious relationships with custodial fathers, to adopt the child-unless there is already a participating legal father or mother. Simply marrying the child's custodial parent, even in places where being a stepparent gives significant rights and duties, 67 is not associated with positive be-havioral outcomes (from a child welfare perspective). Our study is consistent with adoption being preferred over mere stepparenting, particularly when being a stepparent does not make the adult responsible for the child at least during the marriage. Guardianship or formal kinship care should be preferred to informal kinship care (with more financial benefits available even without more state intervention and intrusiveness into parenting), but in most cases (except for groups with significant care done by extended families), adoption will be still better if it is a choice. Again, adoption makes permanent parents, stepparenting or merely assuming care for kin does not. Foster care, by its nature transitory and not "real," is the least good option as a permanent solution. 68 Legal changes consistent with this emphasis are the Adoption and Safe Families Act 6 9 and related legislation, which privilege the rights of children to safe environments over the rights of biological parents to maintain relationships with them. Similarly, funding that promotes adoption for hard to place children-whether in foster care or in kinship care situations-should be continued and increased, if possible. 7°F inally, we add our voices to those who have argued against any assumption that single parenting is as good as having two parents. Not only will children of single parents, largely mothers, be poorer and less successful educationally than children of married couples, but our results show association with increased behavioral problems and decreased self-efficacy and self-esteem.
1984) (holding that in an action for divorce, a stepfather should be required to pay child support during the divorce litigation where the natural biological mother demonstrates that she is not receiving support for the children from the biological father and establishes by affidavit that the stepfather's conduct actively interfered with the children's support by the father so that pendente lite support can not be obtained from the father 
